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A. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR

1, The trial court erred in entering findings of fact 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 

16, 17, 20, and 21. Clerk' s Papers 94- 97, Appendix A. 

2. The trial court erred in entering conclusions of law 1 and 2. 

B. ISSUES PERTAINING TO ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR

I. Does a trial court err if it enters findings of fact the State

prepares after filing the briefof respondent when a portion of#hose findings are

unsupported by the evidence at trial and are specifically designed to rebut an

argument in appellant's opening brief? Assignment of Error 1. 

2. Is finding of fact 11 that scrap metal that the appellant is

alleged to have taken was originally located in a building or structure as

defined by RCW 9A.04. 110( 5) supported by the evidence at trial? 

Assignment of Error 1. 

3. Are findings of fact 8, 10, 16, and 17 entered by the trial court

that the area in which the burglary was alleged to have occurred was

completely enclosed by a fence where the findings are unsupported by the

evidence at trial? Assignment of Error 1. 

4. Where the Supreme Court held in State v. Engel,' that an area is

not a " building" under RCW 9A.04. 110( 5) unless it is fully enclosed, did the

1



State fail to prove this necessary element of second degree burglary where

the testimony showed that a portion of the property abutting a creek was

unfenced? Assignment of Error 1. 

5. Did the State provide sufficient evidence to prove that

gasoline or scrap material was taken from a " building" within the meaning of

RCW 9A.04. 110( 5)? 

6. Did the State fail to provide sufficient evidence to prove that

an unspecified structure consisting of a roof with no walls was a " building" 

as contemplated by RCW 9A.04. 110( 5)? Assigmnent ofError 1. 

7. Where a detached structure comprised of a roofwith four open

sides is not a " building" within the meaning ofRCW 9A.04. 110( 5), did the

State fail to prove all the elements of second degree burglary? Assignment

of Error 1. 

S. Did the trial court err in entering convictions for second

degree burglary and third degree theft? Assignment of Error 2, 

C. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Steven Peschl appealed his convictions for second degree burglary

and third degree theft following a bench trial, arguing in part that substantial

evidence does not support his conviction. See Opening BriefofAppellant at

166 Wn.2d 572, 210 P. 3d 1007 ( 2009). 2



6- 11. The court did not enter findings of fact and conclusions of law on this

trial until after both appellant and the respondent had filed their respective

briefs. Findings of facts and conclusions were filed December 14, 2016. CP

MEW

In accordance with the Court' s ruling directing entry of findings and

supplemental briefing, the appellant files the following supplemental brief in

response to the findings and conclusions. 

D. ARGUMENT

1. THE STATE PRESENTED INSUFFICIENT

EVIDENCE TO PROVE FINDINGS AND
CONCLUSIONS THE STATE PREPARED
AFTER FILING THE BRIEFS. THE

CHALLENGED FINDINGS ARE

UNSUPPORTED BY THE EVIDENCE AT
TRIAL AND WERE DESIGNED TO REBUT

THE ARGUMENTS IN APPELLANT' S BRIEF. 

The purpose of entering findings is to enable an appellate court to

review the issues raised on appeal. State v. McGaiy, 37 Wn.App. 856, 861, 

683 P. 2d 1125 ( 1984). "[ F] indings and conclusions may be submitted and

entered even while an appeal is pending." Id. The Court ofAppeals reviews

these findings under the substantial evidence rule. State v. Nelson, 89

Wn.App. 179, 948 P. 2d 1314 ( 1997). 

Late fling of findings does not constitute error so long as the

defendant is not prejudiced thereby and the State does not tailor the findings
3



to meet the issues raised by the appellant in his opening brief. State v. 

Cannon, 130 Wn.2d 313, 329- 30, 922 P. 2d 1293 ( 1996). Under the

substantial evidence rule, the reviewing court will sustain the tiler of facts' 

findings " if the record contains evidence of sufficient quantity to persuade a

fair-minded, rational person of the truth of the declared premise." State v, 

Ford, 110 Wn.2d 827, 755 P. 2d 806 ( 1988). In making this determination, 

the reviewing court will not revisit issues of credibility, which lie within the

unique province of the trier of fact. Id. Findings of fact are considered

verities on appeal absent a specific assignment of error. State v. Hill, 123

Wn.2d 641, 870P.2013 ( 1994). 

Here, Mr. Peschl argues ( 1) that the State tailored findings after the

opening brief was filed, and that (2) the findings challenged herein are not

supported by the trial record. 

The appellant assigns error to the following findings of fact, 

Regarding the argument that the gasoline and scrap material was not located

inside a fully enclosed area when allegedly taken, as required by RCW

9A.52. 030( 1), RCW 9A.04. 110( 5) and State v. Engel, the appellant assigns

error to the relevant parts of the following: 

Finding of fact 8, which states: 

The area where movement was scene [ sic] by the lay witness and
4



gasoline was smelled by the Skamania county deputy was within a
fully enclosed fenced area. 

CP 95. Appendix A. 

Finding of fact 10, which states: 

A fuel spout was located in the fenced area that fit the fuel container

discovered next to the defendant' s truck. 

CP 95. 

Finding of fact 16, which states: 

The defendant penetrated into the completely enclosed area to the
north in exhibit 12, which is owned by Skamania County. 

CP 95. 

Finding of fact 17, which states: 

The defendant' s entry into the fenced area was unlawful and was with
the intent to steal, at the very least petrol, and the defendant may very
well have done that. 

CP 95. 

There was no testimony presented at trial from either deputy that area

where the county truck with the open fuel door was located within a fully

enclosed area, contrary to finding of fact S "( gasoline was smelled by the

Skamania county deputy was within a fully enclosed fenced area);" finding of

fact 10 ( the fuel spout was found in a " fenced area"), finding of fact 16 ( the

defendant " penetrated into the completely enclosed area to the north"); and



finding of fact 17, ( the defendant' s " entry into the fenced area was

unlawful"). CP 95. The appellant argues in Section 1 of his brief that the

State cannot sustain a conviction for burglary because the fence at the county

shop yard does not fully enclose the entire area where the truck and scrap

metal were originally located. The findings entered are contrary to the

testimony of Deputy Johnston and facility maintenance manager Donald

Clack that the rear portion ofthe county shop yard that abuts Rock Creek was

unfenced at the time of the incident. RP at 27, 32, 46. 

During direct examination Mr. Clack testified regarding the fence

around the yard, which had an open sided shed and an area where the vehicles

and supplies are stored: 

Q: And, what' s it used for? 

A: We park our vehicles and some storage. 

Q: And, as far as storage, what do you store there? 

A: Miscellaneous supplies, building supplies and just stuff that
we' re discarding. 
Q: I think there' s a shed roof building, how do you secure that
building? 
A: There' s a chain link fence around the front side and it' s open to

the back, to the creek side. 

Deputy Johnston stated that Exhibit 9 showed Public Works trucks

located inside the gated area. The following testimony took place: 

Q: When you say " gated area," what area are you referring to? 
6



A: A fenced are, just on the south side of the motor pool, and Public

Works building. 
Q: Is it just surrounded by a fence? 
A: There' s a chain link fence and gate on the --- it' d be on the county
parking lot area then on the backside, the only way to access it is
through that gate or climbing up out of the river. 

RP at 27. 

On cross examination, he stated: 

Q: And is there any fence on the north side of the motor pool
building? 
A: Not on the north side of the building. Somewhere, I believe

right around this tree area, is where there' s a short fence goes over

into the vegetation. 

Q: All right, but is it true that between the V and the gravel road in

the larger parking lot, there is no fence? 
A: There is no fence. 

Q: All right. Now, you also had marked on the south side of the

motor pool building, a fence. I think Mr. McGill instructed you to
draw this straight line, is that correct? 

A: True. 

Q: And so this straight line basically runs in a somewhat north, west
to southeast direction, as drawn there? 

A: Correct. 

Q: All right and you have another line that' s perpendicular to that, 

running in kinda toward the west, towards Rock Creek, is that
correct? 

A: That is correct. I believe this side is the sheriff' s work crew area

on the other side. 

Q: All right, is it true that there' s no fence between Rock Creek and
this fence line that runs perpendicular that we just talked about? 

A: Correct. 

RP at 32- 33. 

The truck with red plastic residue on the fuel door allegedly from a



siphon hose was located in the same enclosed area. Deputy Johnston testified

that he walked " around the backside of the building through the fence into the

area where the trucks were at." RP at 28. Exhibit 10. 

Appellant also assigns error to finding of fact 11, which states: 

The scrap metal and other items found in the defendant' s truck were
observed by the officer' s [ sic] and identified by lay witnesses, Don
Clack and Clay Moser, as being the very scrap that was stored in the
building, owned by Skamania County, at the bottom part of exhibit
12. 

CP 95- 96. 

The testimony presented at tial does not support the finding that the

scrap metal located in the back ofMr. Peschl' s truck and, in the case of a fire

ring, located behind a building in the yard, were removed from inside a

building. Deputy Johnston stated that the material came " from behind the

building." RP at 30. Deputy Helton also testified that the county keeps its

scrap metal " behind the motor pool building." RP at 42, 43. 

During closing, the State' s argued that a burglary occurred because

the gasoline and scrap was taken from an enclosed fenced area. RP at 58- 61. 

The State argued that Mr. Peschl violated RCW 9A.52. 030( l) because he

entered an enclosed, fenced area. RP at 58- 61. The State argued that there

was " sufficient evidence showing that one, he was inside of this fenced area, 

which under the statute consists or is defined as a building, it allows
8



specifically for a fenced are. We heard testimony this is a completely

enclosed location." RP at 61. 

Our Supreme Court' s ruling in State v. Engel is entirely on point in

this instance. Engel was convicted of second degree burglary for stealing

wheels from the business premises. The property was partially surrounded by

a fence and partially by steep slopes. The front gate was locked when the

theft occurred. Engel, 166 Wn.2d at 574- 75. On appeal, Engel argued the

evidence was insufficient to show he entered a building or fenced area

because " the ordinary meaning of f̀enced area' is an area totally enclosed by

a fence[.]" Engel, 166 Wn.2d at 578. The Court held that a partially fenced

area does not meet the definition of "building" in RCW 9A.04. 110{ 5}. Irl. at

580. 

Here, the record is clear that the portion of the county shop yard that

abuts Rock Creek was unfenced at the time. RP at 27, 32, 46. No evidence

was presented that the Rock Creek side of the yard was posted or that any

barrier other than vegetation was erected on that side of the property. 

Therefore, the facts fall squarely within the " fully enclosed fence" holding of

Engel, which designated that to constitute burglary, an area must be fully

enclosed, in order to preclude petty criminals and trespassers who blunder

onto an otherwise partially enclosed area fiorn being prosecuted for burglary. 
9



The Engel court noted that

u] nder the State's interpretation, would-be petty criminals who
trespass might be liable for burglary even if the property line at their
point of entry were unfenced and unmarked, ... even if the property
were such that they could enter and remain without being aware that
it was fenced. 

Engel, 166 Wn.2d at 580. 

Here, the record is clear that the county yard was not fully enclosed, 

and therefore falls squarely within Engel. 

After emphasizing that the shop yard, from the State' s perspective, 

constitutes an enclosed area, the State also argued that the defendant entered a

building in the commission of the burglary. RP at 61. The State argued that

evidence of tampering, evidence of the siphon hose are located within
this building, building as stated by Mr. Clack and as defined by the
statute. Again, there was a lot of focus on whether this constituted a

fenced area here. But, really what we' re talking about are vehicles
and trucks within a building. But this building does not have four
walls, but four walls aren' t required under the definitions laid out. 

There' s case law that indicates that a garage with three walls and an

open front, detached from a house still constitutes a building under
the statute. 

RP at 61. 

Despite the State' s argument, however, the is no evidence that Mr. 

Pcschl entered a building in the shop yard, or that the structure without walls

referenced in the State' s argument qualifies as a building under the statute. 
10



Initially, it should be noted that the findings of fact only discuss a fenced

area; the court did not find that Mr. Peschl entered a " building" or structure. 

CP 94- 97. Moreover, no evidence supports the contention that Mr. Peschl

was in a building. The siphon hose referenced by the State in closing was

found near the fuel container next to Mr. Peschl' s truck. RP at 24. Mr. 

Martin, the person who initially called the police when driving past the yard, 

did not state that he saw a man inside a shed or building, only that he saw " a

shadow" on the side of a vehicle in the shop yard. RP at b. The gas

container and siphon hose were found near Mr. Peschl' s truck. In addition, 

the specific location of the truck with the red residue on or near the gas door

described by Deputy Johnston is entirely unclear from this record. Last, as

noted supra, the trial court made no finding that Mr. Peschl entered or

remained in a building. In short, the testimony does not place the truck or

scrap material inside a building or structure. 

Nevertheless, in closing, the State appears to argue that either a truck

or scrap material was located inside a " building," albeit without walls. RP at

bl. The burglary statute provides, " A person is guilty of burglary in the

second degree if, with intent to commit a crime against a person or property

therein, he or she enters or remains unlawfully in a building other than a

vehicle or a dwelling." RCW 9A.52.030. Entry into a building other than a
I



vehicle or dwelling is an essential element ofsecond-degree burglary. RCW

9A.52.030; State v. Johnson, 132 Wn. App, 400, 406, 132 P. 3d 737 ( 2006) 

review denied, 159 Wn.2d 1006 ( 2007). 

Under RCW 9A.04. 110( 5), 

Building," in addition to its ordinary meaning, includes any
dwelling, fenced area, vehicle, railway car, cargo container, or any
other structure used for lodging ofpersons or for carrying on business
therein, or for the use, sale, or deposit of goods; each unit of a

building of two or more units separately secured or occupied is a
separate building[.] 

When faced with the question whether the definition of "building" 

relates to " door -less ( or three -walled) garages, carports, shops, sheds, or the

like," this Court looked at the ordinary meaning of the term as found in a

dictionary in Johnson. Id. at 407. In Johnson, this Court considered whether

a permanently constructed three -walled garage, with a roof, was a " building" 

even though it lacked a door. Citing the ordinary definition of "building," the

court emphasized the " garage is permanent and immobile, covers a space of

land, is roofed, and serves as a store house or other useful structure," 

Johnson, 132 Wn.2d at 408. This Court noted: 

Courts have determined the ordinary meaning of "building" to be "[ a] 

constructed edifice designed to stand more or less permanently, 

covering a space of land, usu. covered by a roof and more or less
completely enclosed by walls, and serving as a dwelling, 
storehouse, factory, shelter for animals, or other useful

structure -distinguished from structures not designed for

12



occupancy ( as fences or monuments) and from structures not

intended for use in one place ( as boats or trailers) even

though subject to occupancy," 

Johnson, 132 Win. App, at 408 ( quoting Webster' s Third New Int' l

Dictionary 292 ( 1969)). 

Here, the record contains virtually no testimony regarding the wall

less " structure" without walls referenced by the State in closing (RP at 61), 

but is addressed in this supplemental brief out ofan abundance of caution. In

contrast to Johnson, this case involves an incomplete fence and some type of

construction with no walls. The record does not address the nature and use of

the structure, its permanency, or other relevant factors referenced byJohnson. 

As such, the record is insufficient to determine whether the structure even

rose to the level of a shed or carport, let alone a " building" as contemplated

by the statute. 

Moreover, from this record it is impossible to ascertain if a county

vehicle was located within a building, If so, the record does not support the

conclusion that Mr. Peschl took gasoline from a truck inside a building or

vehicle parked in the yard but not " within" a building. 

The evidence entered at trial is insufficient to find this element of

second degree burglary beyond a reasonable doubt, and therefore the

13



conviction must be reversed. The trial court erred when it found the

defendant guilty because the evidence presented at trial does not prove each

element of second degree burglary charged beyond a reasonable doubt even

looking at that evidence in the light most favorable to the State. 

Consequently, this court should reverse the defendant' s conviction for

burglary and remand with instructions to dismiss with prejudice. 

The appellant also assigns error to the following findings, although

they should more accurately should characterized as conclusions of law: 

states: 

Finding of fact 1, which states; 

The defendant was caught in the act of stealing gas and scrap metal
from the Skamania County Shops. 

CP 94. 

Finding of fact 20, which states

The defendant is guilty ofBurglary in the Second Degree as charged. 

CP 96. 

Finding of fact 21, which states: 

The defendant is guilty of Theft in the Third Degree as charged. 

CP 96. 

Finally, Mr. Peschl also assigns error to finding of fact 6, which

14



The defendant admitted, to Skamania County Deputies, to needing
fuel to fill his truck when contacted[.] 

CP 95. 

At trial, Deputy Johnson testified that after contacting Mr. Peschl near

his truck, the deputy asked him what he was doing. RP at 19. Deputy

Johnston testified that Mr. Peschl told him that " he had ran out of gas and

was putting gas in his truck," and that he " had backed in theme to put gas in

his truck." RP at 19, 20. Deputy Johnston also stated that Mr. Peschl told

him that he " bought gas at a Jiffy Mart and that he was putting it in his truck

there." RP at 20. Deputy Helton also testified that Mr. Peschl said that he

ran out of gas and was putting fuel in the truck. RP at 36. Although the

statement attributed by Mr. Peschl' s contained in the testimony of Deputy

Johnston and Deputy Helton is contained in the trial record, at trial, the

statement that he had run out of gas and was putting gas in his truck is not the

whole truth. While the deputies did testify to the alleged statement, (RP at 19, 

36), the findings do not contain his full statement that he also said that he had

backed his truck into the shop yard to put in gas that he bought at a Jiffy Mart

and that he was in the process ofputting filling the tuck with that gas. RP at

20. This fact throws doubt on the inference that the odor of gas was frorn gas

stolen from a county vehicle, and that it was instead gas that he had

15



legitimately purchased at a convenience store gas station. 

The incomplete finding of fact 6, as well as findings of fact 8, 10, 16, 

and 17 were apparently tailored for rebutting the arguments contained in the

opening brief of appellant that the State had failed to present substantial

evidence that the defendant committed burglary by omitting reference to the

defendant' s statement that the gas he stated he was putting in the truck was

purchased rather than stolen from inside the shop yard. Moreover, findings 8, 

10, 11, 16, and 17 are not supported by the record. With the challenged, 

unsupported findings and conclusions redacted from the findings, Mr. Peschl

maintains the arguments contained his opening brief that evidence presented

at trial fails to prove that he obtained gas from a county vehicle and scrap

material was located inside a fully enclosed area or that the vehicle and scrap

material was originally located in a building as defined by statute. 

E. CONCLUSION

This court should decline to consider the above -numbered findings of

fact which are unsupported by the trial record and, where noted, specifically

made to rebut the arguments in the opening brief of appellant For these

reasons, and based on the arguments presented in the opening brief of

appellant, Mr. Peschl respectfully requests that the court reverse his
16



convictions. 

DATED: February 6, 2017. 

Respectfully submitt
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1

2

3
SKAMANIA COUNTY

FILE[) 
4

DEC 4 2016
5

6 IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
STATE OF WASHINGTON e ERK

7 IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SKAMANIA

8 STATE OF WASHINGTON, 

g Plaintiff, 

NO. 13- 1- 00092- 8

1© vs. 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND

11 STEVEN THOMAS PESCHL, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW RE: 

BENCH TRIAL

12 Defendant. 

13 THIS MA'T' TER having come on regularly before the above --entitled

14 Court before the undersigned Judge on November 24, 2015, for the

15 purposes of Bench Trial, the defendant being personally present and

16 represented by his attorney, Christopher R. Lanz, and the State being

17 represented by Daniel C. McGill, Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for

18 Skamania County, Washington, and the witnesses having been sworn and

lg testified; and the Court having considered the testimony and arguments

20 ofcounsel, now, hereby enters the following: 

21 FINDINGS OF FACT

22 I. 

23 1. The defendant was caught in the act of stealing gas and

24 scrap metal from the Skamania County Shops; 

25 2. A lay witness, Wayne Martin, observed movement in an

26 enclosed fenced area, belonging to Skamania County, which

FINDINGS OF FACT AND

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW -- Page 1

Q 

SKA[aANIA COUNTY PROSECUTOR

P O Box 790

240 NW vanCOtUver Avenue

Stevenson, WA 96548- 0790

599) 427- 3795

0- 000000094



1 raised his suspicions and drove by twice to confirm what he

2 had seen; 

3 3. The lay witness, Wayne Martin, contacted Skamania County

4 Sheriff' s office due to these suspicions; 

5 4. The defendant was contacted by Skamania County Sheriff

6 Deputies in close proximity to the area, of the reported

7 movement, next to his truck; 

8 5. The defendant' s truck was backed into a location, adjacent

9 to buildings owned by Skamania County; 

10 6. The defendant' s truck was backed into the area it was

11 located in a very deliberate manner rather than less

12 formally; 

13 6. The defendant admitted, to Skamania County Deputies, to

14 needing fuel to fill his truck when contacted; 

15 7. At the location where movement was seen by the lay witness

16 there was an odor of gasoline in the air smelled by the

17 Skamania County Deputy investigating the area; 

18 8. The area where the movement was scene by the lay witness

19 and gasoline was smelled by the Skamania County Deputy was

20 within a fully enclosed fenced area; 

21 9. Gas fumes when smelled have to be fresh or spilled or

22 somehow put into the atmosphere in some fashion; 

23 10. A fuel spout was located in the fenced area that fit the

24 fuel container discovered next to the defendant' s truck; 

25 11. The scrap metal and other items found in the defendant' s

26 truck were observed by the officer' s and identified by lay

SKAN.ANTA COUNTY PROSECUTOR

P O Box 790

FINDINGS OF FACT AND 240 Nn Vancouver Avenue

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW - Page 2
Stevenson, WA 96648- 079D

g ( 504) 427-- 3796

0- 000000095



I witnesses, Don Clack and Clay Moser, as being the very

2 scrap that was stored in the building, owned by Skamania

3 County, at the bottom part of exhibit 12. 

4 12. The scrap metal and other items found in the defendant' s

5 truck were owned by Skamania County. 

6 13. The hose that was used to siphon fuel was plastic in

7 nature; 

8 14. Pieces of that hose were in the fuel door in the two pickup

9 trucks which were owned by Skamania County; 

10 15. The court infers that the defendant stuffed the hose

11 through the vent opening, and as it appears it barely fit, 

12 a little bit of that hose was sliced off and left in the

13 fuel door; 

14 16. The defendant penetrated into the completely enclosed area

15 to the north in exhibit 12, which is owned by Skamania

16 County; 

17 17. The defendant' s entry into the fenced area was unlawful and

18 was with the intent to steal, at the very least petrol, and

19 the defendant may very well have done that; 

20 18. petrol has value; 

21 19. The scrap metal, valve, and bleachers that were found in

22 the defendant' s truck have at the very least scrap value; 

23 20. The defendant is guilty of Burglary in the Second Degree as

24 charged; 

25 21. The defendant is guilty of Theft in the Third Degree as

26 charged. 

SKAMANIA COUNTY PRDS£ COTOR

P 0 Box 790

FINDINGS OF FACT AND 240 NW Vancouver Avenue

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW - Page 3
Stevenson, WA 46448 0390

g 1509) 927- 3796
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If

5

6

7

8

A

10

11

12

1.3

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Court now makes

and enters the following: 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

I. 

1. A person is guilty of Burglary in the Second Degree when

with the intent to commit crime against persons or property

therein he enters or remains unlawfully in a building other

than a vehicle or dwelling; 

2. Building includes a fended area as defined by case law; 

3. Circumstantial evidence is as good as direct evidence; 

4. In a Circumstantial case a finder of fact may come to a

finding beyond reasonable doubt based upon an accumulation

of facts; 

5. Lay witnesses have a particular ability to see things and

to characterize thea. 

DATED: 

Tf7Tl(` F' / nis nmm' -- 4 . --- 

Presented by: 

SKAMANIA COUNTY PROSECUT NG TTOR' Y

Daniel C. McGill WS 39

Chief Deputy Prosecu ing Attorney

A rovedas. o form, 

Vw

Chfistopher R anz, 2 220

Attorney for Defendant
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SKAMANIA COUNTY PROSECUTOR

P O Box 790

240 RW Vancouver Avenue

Stevenson, WA 98698- 0790

509) 427- 3796
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TILLER LAW OFFICE

February 06, 2017 - 4: 59 PM

Transmittal Letter

Document Uploaded: 3 -483653 -Supplemental Appellant' s Brief. pdf

Case Name: State V. Steven Peschl

Court of Appeals Case Number: 48365- 3

Is this a Personal Restraint Petition? Yes @ No

The document being Filed is: 

Designation of Clerk' s Papers Supplemental Designation of Clerk' s Papers

Statement of Arrangements

Motion: 

Answer/ Reply to Motion: 

p Brief: Supplemental Appellant' s

Statement of Additional Authorities

Cost Bill

Objection to Cost Bill

Affidavit

Letter

Copy of Verbatim Report of Proceedings - No. of Volumes: 

Hearing Date( s): 

Personal Restraint Petition ( PRP) 

Response to Personal Restraint Petition

Reply to Response to Personal Restraint Petition

Petition for Review ( PRV) 

Other: 

Comments: 

No Comments were entered. 

Sender Name: Kirstie Elder - Email: KelderCcbtillerlaw. com



IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DIVISION 11

STATE OF WASHINGTON, 

VS. 

STEVEN PESCHL, 

Respondent, 

1

COURT OF APPEALS NO. 

48365- 3- I1

CERTIFICATE OF E -FILING

AND MAILING

The undersigned attorney for the Appellant hereby certifies that

one copy of Supplemental Brief was e -filed by JIS Link to the Court of

Appeals, Division 2, and one copy of Supplemental Brief was e- mailed to

Adam N. Kick, the Prosecuting Attorney of Sakamania County, and a

copy was mailed to Stephen Peschl, Appellant, by first class mail, postage

pre -paid on February 8, 2017, at the Centralia, Washington post office

addressed as follows: 

111

CERTIFICATE OF E -FILING 1 Ttw T1LUR Um Harr

AND MAILING ATTORNEYS AT LAW

ROCK & PINE - P -O. BOX 58

CENTRALA WASHINGTON 98531
TELEPHONE ( 360) 7369391

FACSIMILE ( 360) 736- 5828



Mr. Adam N. Kick

Prosecuting Attorney
Skamania County Prosecutor' s Office
PO Box 790

Stevenson, WA 98648- 0790

Mr. Stephen Peschl

PO Box 666

Carson, WA 98610

Dated: February 10, 2017. 

Clerk of the Court

Court of Appeals

950 Broadway, Ste.300
Tacoma, WA 98402- 4454

7X-
bFIRM

PETER B. TILLER— W BA #20835

Of Attorneys for Appellant

CERTIFICATE OF E -FILING 2 THE TILLER LAix FiRii t
AND MAILING ATTORNEYS AT LAW

ROCK & PINE - P. Q. BOX 68

CENTRALIA, WASHINGTON 98531
TELEPHONE (360) 736-9301

FACSIMILE ( 360) 736. 6828



TILLER LAW OFFICE

February 10, 2017 - 10: 13 AM

Transmittal Letter

Document Uploaded: 3- 483653- 20170210100634057 2- 10- 17. pdf

Case Name: State v. Peschl

Court of Appeals Case Number: 48365- 3

Is this a Personal Restraint Petition? Yes @ No

The document being Filed is: 

Designation of Clerk' s Papers Supplemental Designation of Clerk' s Papers

Statement of Arrangements

Motion: 

Answer/ Reply to Motion: 

Brief: 

Statement of Additional Authorities

Cost Bill

Objection to Cost Bill

Affidavit

Letter

Copy of Verbatim Report of Proceedings - No. of Volumes: 

Hearing Date( s): 

Personal Restraint Petition ( PRP) 

Response to Personal Restraint Petition

Reply to Response to Personal Restraint Petition

Petition for Review ( PRV) 

O Other: Certificate of E - Filing and Mailing

Comments: 

No Comments were entered. 

Sender Name: Kirstie Elder - Email: KelderCcbTillerlaw. com


